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the teacher for use in diagnosing the
various causes of reading difficulties. The devices suggested her
are cursory; if any difficulties are indicated by their use, further testing
and evaluation should be recommended and carried out.
Wilson has noted that, the day is
past when diagnosis of reading problems could afford the aura of
mystery which once surrounded it.
In facing the problem realistically,
the reading specialist will not be
able to handle the number referred
unless the classroom teacher starts
to assume major responsibilities in
diagnosis (6, p. l). The advantages of
classroom diagnosis are obvious.
First, the child will be more at ease
in the familiar atmosphere of the
classroom and with a teacher whom
he knows and trusts. Second, when
simple diagnostics are carried out

by the classroom teacher, the
reading specialist is freed is deal
with remedial work and with more
complicated testing when it is deemed necessary. Third, should there
be a need for an outside referral, the
classroom teacher will have some
idea of the nature of the child's difficulty and, thus, have a better idea
to whom to refer the child for help.
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During the past decade there has
been increased pressure upon the
classroom teacher to produce
demonstrable increases in reading
achievement. This pressure can
emanate from administrators, state
departments of education, federal
funding agencies, or communities
in general. At the same time there
have been inordinate amounts of
time, monies, and intellectual
energy put into reading research.
And much of this research does off er
the classroom teacher some further
direction in this major undertaking
of developing competent readers.
The problem, however, is the difficulty of bringing the research
results to the practitioner in a clear
and timely fashion.
An example of this problem
relates to the use of the cloze procedure. Berger and Andolina
surveyed 454 administrators to
determine how they learned about
reading research and the extent to
which the results were used in their
schools (6). Regarding the cloze
procedure, they found the 44 % of
their respondents were familiar with
it, and only 20% reported it was being used in their schools. This is a

discouraging finding, since the
original work on the cloze procedure was done in the 1950s. This
result, however, was not expected.
In 1921, E.L. Thorndike said he expected a usual lag of thirty to fifty
years before some of his most significant discoveries would be implemented (8).
This situation reflects the critical
role of dissemination in research
and development efforts. The importance of dissemination is recognized
by the government, which now
sponsors 21 major dissemination
networks and enforces 208 federal
laws which mandate it (2). Nevertheless, a common definition of
dissemination was not established in
this legislation (19).
Schultz defines dissemination as,
a two-way sharing process for communicating
educational needs and problems among
educational practitioners, policy-makers, and
knowledge producers; and for facilitating rational consideration and the appropriate
utilization of the outcomes of research,
development, effective educational practices,
and other knowledge that can be used for the
improvement of education (16, p. l)

The important concepts here are
two-way sharing and the broad use
12

of research-for policy, for other
researchers, ultimately for improvement of schooling.
The Dissemination Analysis
Group (DAG), a U.S. Office of
Education committee, has devised a
dissemination model which expands
upon Schultz's definition. Fletcher
describes the DAG model:
Level 1: Spread- The one-way casting out of
knowledge in all its forms: information, products, ideas, and materials, "as though sowing seeds;" e.g. radio and T.V. broadcasts,
ERIC, journal articles.
Level 2: Exchange- The two-way or multiway flow of information, products, ideas, and
materials as to needs, problems, and potential
solutions: e.g. conferences, site visits.
Level 3: Choice- The facilitation of rational
consideration and selection among effective
educational practices; e.g. traveling exhibits,
catalogs comparing alternatives.
Level 4: Implementation- The facilitation of
adoption and installation of improvements;
e.g. on-site technical assistance, locally
tailored training programs (11 ).

This provides a realistic model viewing dissemination as a complex,
multi-faceted process. It emphasizes
the need to progress from simT,: f
"telling" to a communicaL. m process with the ultimatP yoal of pro-

viding support for actually implementing change in the schools.
But how closely does this model
reflect actual practice? Berger and
Andolina reported the frequencies
with which various information
sources were used by administrators
to obtain research results (6). These
were:
Source of Information
Frequence of Use
1. Journals, periodicals, and bulletins
93%
2. School or district inservice programs 90%
3. Informal meetings with colleagues
82%
4. Conference proceedings
71 %
5. ERIC
24%
6. Publisher's representatives
5%

In a similar vein, Lancaster and
Smith indicate that the first source of
needed information is usually one's
personal files (13). If these fail to
provide the answers, an informal
communication is typically the
source; and finally the person may
use the library.
Both of these reports stress the importance of not only the printed
word, but also personal communication. The dissemination, however,
tends to stay at Levek 1 and 2 of the
DAG Model. While these levels provide information, they do not effectivly move towards application of the
information.
If application is the goal, what
then are the factors which affect the
dissemination process? There are
many, but four will be discussed
here. First, it seems important to
distinguish between dissemination
to the scientific community and to
the held-based practitioner. Embry
carefully makes this distinction
when making his recommendations;
it is often felt that much of the difficulty occurs because many
dissemination plans do not emphasize the special needs of
classroom teachers ( 10).
Keeping this distinction in mind,
dissemination to practitioners must
be primarily based upon an assessment of needs (1, 10, 15). Too,
often, either the needs of the producers are the focal point, or no
needs whatsoever are considered,
as would be the case at the DAG
Level I-Spread. This can result in
the information not getting to the
persons witht he greatest demand.
Some have suggested that practitioner surveys even be conducted to
provide a point of departure for
researchers when selecting their
topics (2, 10). However, any dissemination model which begins with a
needs assessment is certainly a
model which is implemented on a
local level, with the disseminator

looking for the findings rather than
the researcher distributing the findings.
The next major factor affecting
dissemination is the role of informal
communication channels. In spite of
th many formal networks which have
been established, many feel that the
most powerful influence is that of a
trusted colleague. Lancaster and
Smith describe the invisible college
concept:
An invisible college is now recognized to be
an informal communication network composed of a scientific elite in some specialized
research area. The members communicate
with each other via telephone, correspondence and professional meetings. They
exchange preprints, reprints and drafts of
proposals ... information spreads rapidly and
efficiently through such a community .... (13,
p.377)

This same concept is working
within many formal and informal
practitioner networks. "Invisible
colleges" can exist within schools,
school districts, among former
classmates. Bain and Groseclose
cite other networks, including
education associations, subjectmatter associations, Teacher Corps,
and Teacher Centers, which promote informal communication (2).
The Michigan Reading Association
and its special interest councils are
also examples of practitioner networks which provide the basis for informal communication channels
similar to an invisible college. These
are powerful forces in the
dissemination process, if one could
systematically use them.
The more traditional way of
disseminating reading research
results is through the printed word,
the published research report. It
has been frequently criticized when
emphasizing research dissemination
to practitioners. Too often the
reports are written to fellow res Methodology and research
design become a major focus. There
has been a call for reports written in
clear, practical language (4, 5).
Strike says,

Results must be reported on time in language
comprehensible to the nonexpert and should
confine recommendations to manipulation of
variables whose manipulation is within the
power of decision-makers or practitioners.
(17, p.15).

This point of view is consistent with
Lancaster and Smith's discussion of
the growing need of the researcher
to communicate not only with the
practitioner, but also with the "man
13

in the street" (13). They call for a
"repackaging" of research results.
This involves translation to popular
terminology, publishing in
specialized journals directed to
practitioners, and even using alternative media.
Embry recommends not only the
use of simple language in reports,
but suggests that research results be
printed in a variety of journals
which appeal to different types of
educators. He further recommends
journals be used rather than books,
because they are more timely and
more accessible ( 10).
The fourth factor affecting successful dissemination of research to
be discussed here is the issue of
knowledge translation. This was
briefly discussed in the Spring, 1980
"Research Perspectives" in relation
to establishing the credibility of
basic research with the classroom
teacher. However, in connection
with the dissemination problem,
there are other dimensions to be
considered. One is consolidating
knowledge into meaningful chunks.
With the growth of research and
study, scholars are becoming more
specialized; the results are corresponding 1y specialized. However,
the average practitioner has little
time to read and synthesize
fragmented reports of a larger issue.
Lancaster and Smith summarize this
dilemma by noting that "many professionals report an 'information
overload.' They are not looking for
more information, but for more efficient ways of receiving and processing information" (13, p. 380).
Dissemination processes should provide for consolidating knowledge
into basic generalizations and
guidelines to follow when making
classroom decisions (15).
Often, this consolidation is accomplished through the development of new products or procedures. Beal and Meehan's information system model moves from
knowledge translation to product
development, and then dissemination and adoption (4). This model
provides practitioners with adapted
research results, rather than
original results. It is characterized
by research findings which have
been consolidated, translated, and
incorporated into packages ready to
be implemented in the classroom.
The disadvantage is the increased
time lag before knowledge application.

Three of the four factors discussed
above (needs assessment, informal
communication, and knowledge
translation) call for a third player in
this communication process. There
needs to be a separate role of
disseminator, a link between the
researcher and the practitioner.
Jackson and Kieslar support this addition:
The truth is that most practitioners do not turn
directly to researchers for advice, nor do most
researchers offer it. The two groups talk more
among themselves then they do to each
other-and so they should if they are to do
justice to their respective tasks (12, p.13).

Tyler calls those in this third role the
middlemen. He identifies some of
the persons who do this job. These
include textbook publishers and
distributors, university-based
teacher educators, and at times,
staff in state departments of education (18). Persons in each of these
postitions, however, are not a part of
local schools; so, they, too, like the
researchers, may not be aware of
pressing local needs.
Others outline models which rely
upon on-site linking agents (3, 15).
These persons typically are program
planners or program evaluators. In
these capacities, they are able to
conduct needs assessments, share
relevant data from other similar projects and studies, put local evaluation data into context. It is most important that these persons are kept
up-to-date on current research findngs, especially in the area of
reading, since it is so common for
program success to be dependent
upon improved reading achievement scores.
There is, however, one other type
of on-site linking agent which
should not be overlooked. Many
have discussed the importance of
the informal influence of key people
within a school or district (6, 10).
Exemplifying this, Lancaster and
Smith descibe the "information
gatekeeper," a concept borrowed
from industrial settings (13). This is
the person in an organization to
whom others go for information, using both formal and informal contacts. The "gatekeepers" make it
their business to keep themselves informed of new developements, both
by reading and through personal
contacts. Gatekeepers serve as key
disseminators in a school. They have
credibility; they are aware of local
needs; they have already synthesized information, and can present it in
a meaningful way. Furthermore,

these persons remain on-site to promote actual implementation.
A disseminator should bring relevant information to the practitioner,
should interpret and provide support to the practitioner during application of that information. In addition, the disseminator should bring information back the researcher. The researcher needs to have
an accurate picture of the realities
of the school, including organizational patterns, and accurate problem identification (7, 9, · 14). The
communication pattern, in fact,
should be two-way.
Finally, it is assumed that
dissemination is based upon significant reading research, and
significance should be based upon
educational concerns and philosophies, rather than statistical procedures. The dissemination process
should filter those findings which
are methodologically sound, relevant to a given situation, and possible to apply.
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J?eaoing ano writing are perceiveo by both the faculty ano the
stuoents of several nearby school oistricts as less important to
classroom success than speaking or listening. £istening is almost
without exception ioentifieo as the most important communication
skills area.
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The California Model
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As part of California's recent
School Improvement Program, the
California State Department of
Education has published several
documents to help educators and
parents plan, implement, and
evaluate school program improvement in the interest of improved student achievement (1,2). Among the
documents most pertinent to
reading curricula is the Handbook
for Planning an Effective Reading
Program (4). This handbook identifies three major components of a
high-quality reading program. It is
designed to help educators and
community evaluate present or proposed reading programs for their inherent strengths and weaknesses,
and to determine strategies for
changing these programs.
As outlined in the handbook,
before assessing the effectiveness of
any program the educator must
identify such components and then
question whether these components
are a part of the program in question. The following tasks may serve
as practical guidelines for both
planning and evaluation:

1. The consideration of instruction
and activities that are directed at the
development of comprehension
skills;
2. The consideration of provisions
for substantial amounts of time for
students to read, using a wide range
of purposes and materials for
reading;
3. The recognition of the importance
of motivation and relevance as
prerequisites to the development of
reading skills; and
4. The consideration of how reading
i::, integrated into a total language
pre,qram (listening, speaking,
readiI"'q, writing) in all classes.
The emphasis, then, is on an integrated approach to language learning rather than isolated skill instruction. This emphasis is supported by the "Essentials of Education":
The interdependence of skills and content is
the central concept of the essentials of education. Skills and abilities do not grow in isolation from content. In all subjects, students
develop skills in using language and other
symbol systems; they develop the ability to

1. The author acknowledge Louis Honig, Jr. JoEllyn Taylor
for their contributions lo this article.
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reason; they undergo experiences that lead to
emotional and social maturity. Students
master these skills and abilities through
observing, listening, reading, talking and
writing about science, mathematics, history
and the social sciences, the arts and other
aspects of intellectual, social and cultural
heritage (3).

ESSENTIAL INSTRUCTIONAL
COMPONENTS
The "essential" instructional components of an effective reading program reinforce one another and
cannot be isolated from each other.
These major instructional components and their sub-components
are:
1. Skill Development (Comprehension, Language processing, Fluency
and flexibility)
2. Motivation
3. Application (Reading and
responding to literature, Reading in
the content areas, Recreational
reading, Study skills, Practical uses
of reading)
The following chart defines the components and sub-components listed
above and suggests some questions
to pose in planning or evaluating a
school's reading program.

